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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Amendment filed on 10/28/2008 has been entered. 
Claims 1-9 are now pending in the application. 

Drawings 

2.1 . The Drawings 20 and 23-25 amendments, filed on 1 0/28/2008 are considered 
and acknowledged. The Drawings amendments are approved. 

2.2. Objection to Drawings 1 9 is moot in view of deletion of limitation "rim" in claim 8. 

Specification 

3. The Specification amendments, filed on 10/28/2008 are considered and 
acknowledged. The Specification amendments are approved. 

Claim Objections 

4. Claims 2-9 amendments, filed on 10/28/2008 are considered and acknowledged. 
The claims amendments are approved. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

5. Claims 4, 5, 7 and 8 amendments, filed on 10/28/2008 are considered and 
acknowledged. The claims amendments are approved. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 



Application/Control Number: 10/562,266 
Art Unit: 2841 



Page 3 



A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed 
in the United States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international 
application by another who has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 
371 (c) of this title before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent. 

Claims 1 and 9/1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Maeda 
(US 6590991) hereinafter Maeda. 

As to claim 1: Maeda discloses in Fig. 12 a structure for mounting a multifunctional 
vibrating actuator 20 on a circuit board 21 , the multifunctional vibrating actuator 20, 
Fig. 1 having a diaphragm 8, a magnetic circuit (col. 1 : 44-45) that is positioned facing 
the diaphragm 8 and that forms a magnetic path, a suspension 1 that supports the 
magnetic circuit, a housing 10 that supports the diaphragm 8 and the suspension 1 , 
and voice coil 7 that produces magnetic drive that operates between the diaphragm and 
the magnetic circuit, and having terminals 13 and 14, Fig. 10 that are attached to the 
housing 10, Fig. 1 and that are electrically connected to the voice coil 7, the structure for 
mounting comprises: a bracket 12 configured to be fixed to the surface of the circuit 
board 21 , Fig. 11 by means of solder reflow (col. 1 1 :55-57), 

wherein the housing 10, Fig. 1 of the multifunctional vibrating actuator 20 is detachable 
from the bracket 12. Note that reheating or dissolving adhesive from annular clearance 
12d allow the housing to be detached from the bracket. The housing 10 of the 
multifunctional vibrating actuator 20, fig. 1 1 is further configured to be mounted on the 
surface of the circuit board 21 using the bracket 12. The sole difference between the 
claim 1 and Maeda's invention is the intended use. Maeda's housing 10 of the 
multifunctional vibrating actuator 20, fig. 1 1 allows the bracket 12 to be fixed on the 
surface of the circuit board without the multifunctional vibrating actuator 20 and further 
allows to be mounted on the surface of the circuit board 21 using the bracket either 
before or after the bracket is fixed on the surface of the circuit board and thus meeting 
the limitations of claim 1 . A recitation of the intended use of the claimed invention must 
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result in a structural difference between the claimed invention and the prior art in order 
to patentably distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art. If the prior art structure 
is capable of performing the intended use (which Maeda's invention does, because the 
housing 10 can be detachable from the bracket 12), then it meets the claim. See In re 
Casey, 370 F.2d 576, 152 USPQ 235 (CCPA 1967) and In re Otto, 312 F.2d 937, 939, 
136 USPQ 458, 459 (CCPA 1963). Since the claims do not express or imply a structural 
difference, they are not seen to be patentably distinct. 

The examiner notes with respect to claims 1 - 3 and 8 that a limitation "by means of 
solder reflow " is a process limitation in the product claim. Such process limitations 
define the claimed invention over the prior art only to the degree that they define the 
product itself. A process limitation cannot serve to patentably distinguish the product 
over the prior art, in the case that the product is the same as, or obvious over, the prior 
art. See Product-by-Process in MPEP 2113 and 2173.05(p) and In re Thorpe, 227 
USPQ 964, 966 (Fed. Cir. 1985). 

As to claim 9/1 : A portable terminal equipment (col. 1 :1 2-1 6) in which the multifunctional 
vibrating actuator 20, Fig. 1 (Maeda) is mounted using the mounting structures 
described in claim 1 to mount the multifunctional vibrating actuator 20 on the circuit 
board 21, Fig. 12. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented 
and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the 
various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were 
made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 
37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not 
commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a). 

7.1. Claims 2, 5, 6, 9/2, 9/5 and 9/6 are rejected under 35U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Maeda. 

As to claim 2: Maeda discloses in Fig. 11 a structure for mounting a multifunctional 
vibrating actuator 20 on a circuit board 21 , in which a mounting position of the 
multifunctional vibrating actuator 20 relative to the circuit board 21 is set on a surface 
near one end of the circuit board Fig. 11 and 12, and in which the bracket 12 being fixed 
by solder reflow to the surface of the circuit board 21 , wherein the multifunctional 
vibrating actuator 20 is configured to be mounted on the circuit board 21 using the 
bracket 1 0, 

except Maeda doesn't explicitly teach there is a projection on a surface of a 
bracket that faces the circuit board, and the bracket is being held in place on the surface 
of the circuit board by the projection. 

Maeda teach there is a projection on the surface (terminals 13f, 14f, Fig. 9 are 
about 0.05mm lower than thee rear surface 1 2e of the bottom of the bracket 1 2) device 
is held in place by the projection (col. 10: 39-49). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made for Maeda to include in his invention there is a projection 
on a surface of a bracket that faces the circuit board, and the bracket is being held in 
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place on the surface of the circuit board by the, as taught by Maeda, in order to held 
bracket in place by the projection, as taught by Maeda (col. 10: 46-49). 
Although Maeda does not necessary teach the multifunctional vibrating actuator is 
detachable from the bracket and is configured to be mounted on the circuit board using 
the bracket after the bracket is fixed to the circuit board by solder reflow so as to avoid 
exposing the multifunctional vibrating actuator to solder reflow, the sole difference 
between the claim 2 and Maeda's invention is the intended use. However, a recitation of 
the intended use of the claimed invention must result in a structural difference between 
the claimed invention and the prior art in order to patentably distinguish the claimed 
invention from the prior art. If the prior art structure is capable of performing the 
intended use (which Maeda's invention does, because the housing 10 can be 
detachable from the bracket 12), then it meets the claim. See In re Casey, 370 F.2d 
576, 152 USPQ 235 (CCPA 1967) and In re Otto, 312 F.2d 937, 939, 136 USPQ 458, 
459 (CCPA 1963). Since the claims do not express or imply a structural difference, they 
are not seen to be patentably distinct. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at time 
the invention was made for Maeda to include in his invention the multifunctional 
vibrating actuator is detachable from the bracket and is configured to be mounted on the 
circuit board using the bracket after the bracket is fixed to the circuit board by solder 
reflow so as to avoid exposing the multifunctional vibrating actuator to solder reflow, 
motivated by its known suitability for its intended use. See MPEP §2144.07. 

As to claim 5: Maeda discloses in Fig. 12 a structure for mounting a multifunctional 
vibrating actuator 20 on a circuit board 21 , in which flat electrodes 21 b and 21c formed 
on a surface of the circuit board 21 are formed with different ratios of length 
measurement to width measurement, and a positive electrode 21b and a negative 
electrode 21c have positions that are the same in a length direction, Fig. 12, wherein 
the multifunctional vibrating actuator 20 is configured to be mounted on the circuit board 
21 using the bracket 10. Although Maeda does not necessary teach the multifunctional 
vibrating actuator is detachable from the bracket and is configured to be mounted on the 
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circuit board using the bracket after the bracket is fixed to the circuit board, the sole 
difference between the claim 5 and Maeda's invention is the intended use. However, a 
recitation of the intended use of the claimed invention must result in a structural 
difference between the claimed invention and the prior art in order to patentably 
distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art. If the prior art structure is capable of 
performing the intended use (which Maeda's invention does, because the housing 10 
can be detachable from the bracket 12), then it meets the claim. See In re Casey, 370 
F.2d 576, 152 USPQ 235 (CCPA 1967) and In re Otto, 312 F.2d 937, 939, 136 USPQ 
458, 459 (CCPA 1963). Since the claims do not express or imply a structural difference, 
they are not seen to be patentably distinct. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at time 
the invention was made for Maeda to include in his invention the multifunctional 
vibrating actuator is detachable from the bracket and is configured to be mounted on the 
circuit board using the bracket after the bracket is fixed to the circuit board, motivated by 
its known suitability for its intended use. See MPEP §2144.07. 

As to claim 6: Maeda discloses in Fig. 12 a structure for mounting a multifunctional 
vibrating actuator 20 on a circuit board 21 , in which flat electrodes 21b and 21c formed 
on a surface of the circuit board 21 are formed with different ratios of length 
measurement to width measurement, wherein the multifunctional vibrating actuator 20 is 
configured to be mounted on the circuit board 21 using the bracket 12, Fig. 1 . 
Although Maeda doesn't explicitly teach that a positive electrode and a negative 
electrode have positions that differ in a length direction, it is obvious that two electrodes 
always have two different locations on the circuit board. Further at the time the invention 
was made, it was well known that design of lay out of the electrodes on the circuit board 
permits variations. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at time 
the invention was made to have the positive electrode and the negative electrode have 
positions that differ in the length direction, in order to provide easy assembly and since 
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it has been held to be within the general skill of a worker in the art to make 
rearrangement of parts as a matter of obvious engineering choice. In re Japikse, 181 
F.2d 1019, 86 USPQ 70 (CCPA 1950); and in re Kuhle, 526 F.2d 553, 188 USPQ 7 
(CCPA 1975) (the particular placement of a contact in a conductivity measuring device 
was held to be an obvious matter of design choice). 

Although Maeda does not necessary teach the multifunctional vibrating actuator is 
detachable from the bracket and is configured to be mounted on the circuit board using 
the bracket after the bracket is fixed to the circuit board, the sole difference between the 
claim 6 and Maeda's invention is the intended use. However, a recitation of the intended 
use of the claimed invention must result in a structural difference between the claimed 
invention and the prior art in order to patentably distinguish the claimed invention from 
the prior art. If the prior art structure is capable of performing the intended use (which 
Maeda's invention does, because the housing 10 can be detachable from the bracket 
12), then it meets the claim. See In re Casey, 370 F.2d 576, 152 USPQ 235 (CCPA 
1967) and In re Otto, 312 F.2d 937, 939, 136 USPQ 458, 459 (CCPA 1963). Since the 
claims do not express or imply a structural difference, they are not seen to be 
patentably distinct. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at time 
the invention was made for Maeda to include in his invention the multifunctional 
vibrating actuator is detachable from the bracket and is configured to be mounted on the 
circuit board using the bracket after the bracket is fixed to the circuit board, motivated by 
its known suitability for its intended use. See MPEP §2144.07. 

As to claim 9/2: A portable terminal equipment (col. 1:12-16) in which the multifunctional 
vibrating actuator 20, Fig. 1 (Maeda) is mounted using the mounting structures 
described in claim 2 to mount the multifunctional vibrating actuator 20 on the circuit 
board 21, Fig. 12. 

As to claim 9/5: A portable terminal equipment (col. 1:12-16) in which the multifunctional 
vibrating actuator 20, Fig. 1 (Maeda) is mounted using any of the mounting structures 
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described in claim 5 to mount the multifunctional vibrating actuator 20 on the circuit 
board 21, Fig. 12. 

As to claim 9/6: A portable terminal equipment (col. 1:12-16) in which the multifunctional 
vibrating actuator 20, Fig. 1 (Maeda) is mounted using any of the mounting structures 
described in claim 6 to mount the multifunctional vibrating actuator 20 on the circuit 
board 21, Fig. 12. 

7.2. Claims 3, 4, 8, 9/3, 9/4 and 9/8 are rejected under 35U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Maeda in view of Hatanaka et al. (US 6229249) hereinafter 
Hatanaka. 

As to claims 3 and 4: Maeda discloses in Fig. 12 a structure for mounting a 
multifunctional vibrating actuator 20 on a circuit board 21 , in which a surface of a 
bracket 12, Fig. 1, that faces the circuit board 21, Fig. 12 has contacts 21a that contact 
solder applied to the surface of the of the circuit board 21 and are fixed by solder reflow, 
and multiple bracket contacts 12a, Fig. 1 are set at an edge of a bracket 12 (col. 5:26- 
30), wherein the multifunctional vibrating actuator 20, Fig. 1 is configured to be mounted 
on the circuit board 21 , fig. 1 1 using the bracket 12 is fixed to the circuit board by solder 
reflow, 

except Maeda doesn't explicitly disclose two things: 

1 . two or more contacts; and 

2. convex contacts. 

Hatanaka teaches two or more contacts 11 - 14 on body 1, Fig. 5 (col. 10: 1-6). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made for Maeda to include in his invention two or more contacts, 
as taught by Hatanaka, in order to provide connection the multifunctional vibrating 
actuator to the circuit board. 

Hatanaka teaches different shapes of contacts, Fig. 18-20. Therefore, at the 
time the invention was made, it was well known a lot of different shapes of the contacts. 
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Further, it has been held In re Dailey, 357 F.2d 669, 149 USPQ 47 (CCPA 1966) that 
change in shape of the configuration of the claimed device was a matter of choice which 
a person of ordinary skill in the art would have found obvious absent persuasive 
evidence that the particular configuration of the claimed container was significant. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made, to change the shape of the contacts disclosed by Maeda 
to convex or any other shape in order to provide connection the multifunctional vibrating 
actuator to the circuit board and since the courts have held that change in shape of the 
configuration, without any criticality, is within the level of skill in the art as particular 
shape claimed by applicant is nothing more than one of numerous shape that a person 
of ordinary skill in the art would have found obvious to provide using routine 
experimentation based on its suitability for the intended use of the invention, See in re 
Dailey, 149 USPQ 47 (CCPA 1966). 

Although Maeda does not necessary teach the multifunctional vibrating actuator is 
detachable from the bracket and is configured to be mounted on the circuit board using 
the bracket after the bracket is fixed to the circuit board by solder reflow so as to avoid 
exposing the multifunctional vibrating actuator to solder reflow, the sole difference 
between the claims 3, 4 and Maeda's invention is the intended use. However, a 
recitation of the intended use of the claimed invention must result in a structural 
difference between the claimed invention and the prior art in order to patentably 
distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art. If the prior art structure is capable of 
performing the intended use (which Maeda's invention does, because the housing 10 
can be detachable from the bracket 12), then it meets the claim. See In re Casey, 370 
F.2d 576, 152 USPQ 235 (CCPA 1967) and In re Otto, 312 F.2d 937, 939, 136 USPQ 
458, 459 (CCPA 1963). Since the claims do not express or imply a structural difference, 
they are not seen to be patentably distinct. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at time 
the invention was made for Maeda to include in his invention the multifunctional 
vibrating actuator is detachable from the bracket and is configured to be mounted on the 
circuit board using the bracket after the bracket is fixed to the circuit board by solder 
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reflow so as to avoid exposing the multifunctional vibrating actuator to solder reflow, 
motivated by its known suitability for its intended use. See MPEP §2144.07. 

As to claim 8, Maeda discloses in Fig. 12 a structure for mounting a multifunctional 
vibrating actuator 20 on a circuit board 21 , in which a flat surface of a bracket is formed, 
and there are on the flat surface of a bracket contact 21a, that contact the solder 
applied to the surface of the circuit board and that are fixed by solder reflow, wherein 
the multifunctional vibrating actuator 20, Fig. 1 is configured to be mounted on the 
circuit board 21 , fig. 1 1 using the bracket 12 is fixed to the circuit board by solder reflow, 
except Maeda doesn't explicitly disclose two things: 

1 . the bracket is formed with an unequal length/width ratio; and there are on the 
flat surface of the bracket on a longer axis of a length/width ratio two or more contacts; 
and 2. convex contacts. 

Hatanaka teaches (col. 10: 1-6) the body 1 is formed with an unequal 
length/width ratio, and two or more contacts 1 1 - 14 on body 1 , Fig. 5 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made for Maeda to include in his invention the bracket is formed 
with an unequal length/width ratio and there are on the surface of the bracket rim on 
the longer axis of the length/width ratio two or more contacts, in order to provide 
connections with portable terminal equipment. 

Hatanaka teaches different shapes of contacts, Fig. 18-20. Therefore, at the 
time the invention was made, it was well known a lot of different shapes of the contacts. 
Further, it has been held In re Dailey, 357 F.2d 669, 149 USPQ 47 (CCPA 1966) that 
change in shape of the configuration of the claimed device was a matter of choice which 
a person of ordinary skill in the art would have found obvious absent persuasive 
evidence that the particular configuration of the claimed container was significant. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time the invention was made, to change the shape of the contacts disclosed by Maeda 
to convex or any other shape in order to provide connection the multifunctional vibrating 
actuator to electrical device and since the courts have held that change in shape of the 
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configuration, without any criticality, is within the level of skill in the art as particular 
shape claimed by applicant is nothing more than one of numerous shape that a person 
of ordinary skill in the art would have found obvious to provide using routine 
experimentation based on its suitability for the intended use of the invention, See In re 
Dailey, 149 USPQ 47 (CCPA 1966). 

Although Maeda does not necessary teach the multifunctional vibrating actuator is 
detachable from the bracket and is configured to be mounted on the circuit board using 
the bracket after the bracket is fixed to the circuit board by solder reflow so as to avoid 
exposing the multifunctional vibrating actuator to solder reflow, the sole difference 
between the claims 3, 4 and Maeda's invention is the intended use. However, a 
recitation of the intended use of the claimed invention must result in a structural 
difference between the claimed invention and the prior art in order to patentably 
distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art. If the prior art structure is capable of 
performing the intended use (which Maeda's invention does, because the housing 10 
can be detachable from the bracket 12), then it meets the claim. See In re Casey, 370 
F.2d 576, 152 USPQ 235 (CCPA 1967) and In re Otto, 312 F.2d 937, 939, 136 USPQ 
458, 459 (CCPA 1963). Since the claims do not express or imply a structural difference, 
they are not seen to be patentably distinct. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at time 
the invention was made for Maeda to include in his invention the multifunctional 
vibrating actuator is detachable from the bracket and is configured to be mounted on the 
circuit board using the bracket after the bracket is fixed to the circuit board by solder 
reflow so as to avoid exposing the multifunctional vibrating actuator to solder reflow, 
motivated by its known suitability for its intended use. See MPEP §2144.07. 

As to claim 9/3: A portable terminal equipment (col. 1 :1 2-1 6) in which the multifunctional 
vibrating actuator 20, Fig. 1 (Maeda) is mounted using any of the mounting structures 
described in claim 3 to mount the multifunctional vibrating actuator 20 on the circuit 
board 21, Fig. 12. 
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As to claim 9/4: A portable terminal equipment (col. 1 :1 2-1 6) in which the multifunctional 
vibrating actuator 20, Fig. 1 (Maeda) is mounted using any of the mounting structures 
described in claim 4 to mount the multifunctional vibrating actuator 20 on the circuit 
board 21, Fig. 12. 

As to claim 9/8: A portable terminal equipment (col. 1:12-16) in which the multifunctional 
vibrating actuator 20, Fig. 1 (Maeda) is mounted using any of the mounting structures 
described in claim 8 to mount the multifunctional vibrating actuator 20 on the circuit 
board 21, Fig. 12. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

8. Claims 7 and 9/7 are allowed. 

The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: 
The limitations " there being a tab on the end of the housing that fits with the rim and 
multiple first cut-outs in the rim that fit with the tab, the multiple first cut-outs being 
formed as a unit connected by a second cut-out lower than a height of the multiple first 
cut-outs " in combination with other claimed limitations in independent claim 7 is not 
disclosed or suggested by the prior art of record. 
Claim 9/7 is directly dependent upon claim 7. 

Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments filed 10/28/2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

The Applicants argue " there is no teach, disclosure, or suggest that the bottom plate 
12 of Maeda allows the housing or main body case 10 of the sound-vibration generator 
20 to be detached from the bottom plate 12." However Maeda discloses all the features 
of the claimed invention, namely - the housing 10, Fig. 1 of the multifunctional vibrating 
actuator 20 is configured to allow the bracket 12 to be fixed on the surface of the circuit 
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board, wherein the housing 10 of the multifunctional vibrating actuator 20, fig. 11 is 
further configured to be mounted on the surface of the circuit board 21 using the bracket 
12. The sole difference between claimed invention and Maeda's invention is the 
intended use. However, a recitation of the intended use of the claimed invention must 
result in a structural difference between the claimed invention and the prior art in order 
to patentably distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art. If the prior art structure 
is capable of performing the intended use (which Maeda's invention does, because the 
housing 10 can be detachable from the bracket 12), then it meets the claim. See In re 
Casey, 370 F.2d 576, 152 USPQ 235 (CCPA 1967) and In re Otto, 312 F.2d 937, 939, 
136 USPQ 458, 459 (CCPA 1963). Since the claims do not express or imply a structural 
difference, they are not seen to be patentably distinct. 

Conclusion 

1 0. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Yuriy Semenenko whose telephone number is (571) 
272-6106. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30am - 5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Dean A. Reichard can be reached on (571 )- 272-2800 ext. 31 . The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Yuriy Semenenko/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2841 



/Dean A. Reichard/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art 

Unit 2841 



